This study describes responsibilities and training needs of paraeducators in physical education. Paraeducators (n =138) employed in 34 midwestern schools received a 27-item questionnaire. Of the 138 paraeducators contacted, 76 responded, resulting in a 55.1% response rate. Only 16% of the total respondents (n = 76) reported receiving specifi c training in physical education; however, 68 (90%) indicated a willingness to be trained. Less than half (n = 29, 38%) indicated participating in physical education by escorting students, providing cues, and working individually with students. Fewer than eight (28%) of the physical education paraeducators assisted with assessments, shared IEP suggestions, or helped implement behavior modifi cation programs. The most desired training areas included activity modifi cations, attributes of students with disabilities, and knowledge of motor development.
. The use of paraeducators has become the primary mechanism by which students with disabilities are being supported in general education classes (Giangreco, Edelman, & Broer, 2001a; Giangreco, & Doyle, 2002; Giangreco, Broer, & Edelman, 2002) .
Paraeducators in Education
Responsibilities of paraeducators in general education (i.e., classroom academics) have been documented in the literature. Auxter, Pyfer, and Huettig (2005) reported that paraeducatorsʼ roles/responsibilities may include tutoring, gathering and maintaining data, implementing behavior management plans, preparing instructional materials, and collaborating with teachers. Examples of data gathering might be maintaining information from assessments, school assignments, or standardized tests, all of which would support the development of an individual educational plan or IEP. In essence, paraeducators serve as assistants.
Paraeducators should be familiar with IEP goals and objectives (Carroll, 2001 ). They should have good communication and inclusion skills that help facilitate interaction between students with and without disabilities in the general educational setting. Parareducators should be able to facilitate interpersonal skills or skills that address appropriate social behaviors (Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren, 2005; Cullinan, Sabornie, & Crossland, 1992) . They must be role models, helping to facilitate friendships because making new friends can be one of the most diffi cult tasks a student with a disability will face. Paraeducators should be ready to help a student with a disability enter into a conversation, change a topic of conversation, or end a conversation in an appropriate manner (Carroll, 2001) . They might be asked to address community skills such as helping the student with mass transit tasks, shopping, or dining at restaurants. Carroll stated that "Paraeducators are often asked to perform custodial tasks such as tube feeding, dispensing medications, changing diapers, proper positioning of students in various devices, and other challenging daily living tasks" (p. 63). Paraeducators must remain aware of how they are perceived by the students with which they work.
Students with disabilities who are assigned a paraeducator can face separation from their classmates (Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren, 2005) . Assisting a student with a disability in the back of the room or at a separate table is a common occurrence. Such a working environment might enforce the perspective of students with disabilities who are "special." Such a perspective can have a negative infl uence on both groups of students, those with and without disabilities.
Students with disabilities have reported their perspectives of paraeducators to be that of mother, friend, protector, and/or primary teacher (Broer, Doyle, & Giangreco, 2005) . Such perspectives could both hinder and facilitate student participation. When paraeducators function in ways perceived as mothering, students with disabilities might not be provided typical opportunities to develop peer friendships. Broer et al. reported classmates notice these mothering roles, which tend to increase the attitude of separation, not inclusion. Paraeducators have complex duties that should refl ect comprehensive training; however, the literature suggests the opposite. Paraeducators are not well prepared to perform the many job responsibilities and often receive little or no training before starting their employment (Passaro, Pickett, Latham, & HongBo, 1994) .
Despite having taken college courses in other areas, most paraeducators have not received formal paraeducator training (French, 1999; Riggs, 2001) . And, most of the training paraeducators have received is neither adequate nor considered part of a comprehensive school personnel development plan (Causton-Theoharis & Malmgren, 2005; Downing, Ryndak, & Clark, 2000; Riggs, 2001) . Passaro et al. (1994) identifi ed that lack of paraprofessional training was most apparent in rural school districts. Giangreco et al. (2001b) conducted a review of literature that summarized 43 publications pertaining paraprofessional training. Over 50% of the articles reported areas of orientation/training and role/responsibilities.
Hiring paraeducators has become common place, but recruitment and retention have been diffi cult (Forbush & Morgan, 2004; French & Cabell, 1993; Giangreco et al., 2001b) . These problems might be linked to the preparation and training that supervising teachers receive.
According to the NCLB Act of 2001, paraeducators must meet specifi c academic requirements and must have at least a two year degree (Associate Degree) or meet a "rigorous standard of quality through a formal state or local assessment" (NCLB Parent Guide, 2003, p. 21) . A highly qualifi ed paraprofessional means a paraprofessional who does not have less than two years of classroom experience and has postsecondary education or demonstrated competence in a fi eld or academic subject for which there is a signifi cant shortage of qualifi ed teachers (20 USC 6602, Sec. 2102(4)(A)(B)). As a result, identifying training needs and mechanisms of delivery are important in the preparation of paraeducators in special education. Riggs (2001) states that paraeducators report training needs in knowledge of specifi c disabilities, behavior management, working with other adults or professionals, and inclusive practices. However, they have not received them. Giangreco et al. (2001b) reported that when training occurred, the content often focused on intervention techniques, reinforcement, or error correction. When the content of training does not match identifi ed needs, training is not successful.
In a study conducted by Stallings (2000) , paraeducatorsʼ training needs were identifi ed across three broad content areas: (a) background knowledge, (b) critical skills, and (c) specialized training for relevant regular and /or special education. There appears to be a dichotomy between training needs and the training that is actually conducted. Frith and Lindsey (2001) surveyed 50 state education agencies (SEA); 44 (88%) responded. The purpose of their study was to determine certifi cation, funding, and training patterns of paraeducators. Results with regard to who should attend training indicated 97% (n = 43) of respondents believed supervising teachers should receive concurrent training along with their assigned paraeducators. Fifty-eight percent (n = 26) of the SEAs suggested that training paraeducators was the responsibility of the local education agency (LEA). The training mechanisms identifi ed by LEAs were predominately of an in-service format (n = 38, 86%) and delivered by local special education supervisors (n = 13, 29%), SEA personnel (n = 10, 22%), and local special education teachers (n = 8, 19%) . Twelve (27%) SEAs reported that it was not their responsibility to provide pre-service training (two-year college program).
According to Giangreco et al. (2001b) , many training agendas have been identifi ed as informational and meant to enhance the teachersʼ performance rather than enhance paraeducatorsʼ skills. When training programs are offered only for paraeducators, those paraeducators feel more respected. Lack of respect was a factor that has impacted job retention (Forbush & Morgan, 2004) . The mechanism for delivery of training should support training needs but apparently there are identifi ed concerns from paraeducators related to mechanisms of delivery.
Paraeducators in Physical Education
According to The Individuals with Disabilities Education Amendment Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-446) physical education is a direct service. As such, paraeducators are to assist with instructional delivery in physical education as needed; however, paraeducatorsʼ responsibilities specifi cally in physical education have not been clearly defi ned. While Lieberman and Houston-Wilson (2002) advocate for specifi c responsibilities, French (1999 French ( , 2001 has reported an absence of written guidelines or responsibility defi nitions for utilizing physical education paraeducators. Identifi cation of responsibilities and training content of classroom paraeducators needs to be investigated for those working in physical education as well.
According to Maurer (2004) , paraeducators were minimally involved with their students during physical education classes. And, many paraeducators expect to have a planning or break period when their students attend physical education. However, if physical education is identifi ed on the studentʼs individual education plan (IEP), then paraeducators should serve to support that instruction as well regardless of instructional setting. Maurer (2004) reports that students with disabilities who have paraeducator support in their academic classes do not have the same support in physical education. Maurer states that none of the paraeducators assigned to physical education had specifi c training. It is typically known that general physical educators are not well prepared to teach students with disabilities in their classes; therefore, paraeducator support is acutely needed (Block, 2000; Horton, 2001; Mauer, 2004) .
The importance of training paraeducators in physical education has been addressed by Piletic, Davis, and Aschemeier (2005) . However, data are needed to substantiate the responsibilities and training needs of paraeducators, especially in the area of physical education. The physical education setting poses unique issues and challenges not present in classroom settings (e.g., safety, gross motor movement). Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine the responsibilities and training needs of paraeducators, especially those working in the area of physical education.
Method Data Collection Instrument
A data collection instrument was developed consisting of 24 multiple-choice items. Content validity of the instrument was established through a two-step process consisting of written comments and the completion of a 14-item modifi ed validity rating form (Thomas & Nelson, 1996) . First, written edits were obtained from six higher education professionals (e.g., general physical education, adapted physical education, special education). The edits led to revisions of demographic questions, text format, and item sequencing. All revisions were accepted by the panel.
Step two consisted of sending the revised questionnaire to eight public school teachers (3 physical education and 5 special education; no adapted physical education teachers were available to the researchers locally to serve as panelists) asking them to review the questionnaire using a 14-item modifi ed validity rating form. The responses to the 14 items were measured using a 5-point Likert type scale (strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree). The reviewers supported the validity of the questionnaire across all 14 items: addressed stated purpose (100% agree or strongly agree), clear and concise (88% agree or strongly agree), contains appropriate terminology (75% agree or strongly agree), easy to follow (100% agree or strongly agree), not wordy or lengthy (100% agree or strongly agree), clear topic (100% agree or strongly agree), not biased (100% agree or strongly agree), concrete (100% agree or strongly agree), not confusing (100% agree or strongly agree), clear instructions (100% agree or strongly agree), not cluttered together (100% agree or strongly agree), clear defi nitions (100% agree or strongly agree), complete instructions (100% agree or strongly agree), professional appearance (100% agree or strongly agree). The researchers did not have access to the paraeducators during the validation process and recognize this as one weakness to validity development.
The fi nal structured questionnaire consisted of seven sociodemographic items, 10 items related to responsibilities, and seven items related to training needs. Sociodemographic data collected on the respondents included age, gender, years of service, school level, and immediate supervisor.
Items pertaining to responsibilities included whether or not paraeducators received clear guidelines, were provided suggestions or ideas with how to work with students, discussed activity modifi cations with the general physical education teacher, and how this was accomplished. Data were also gathered on the person responsible for providing paraeducators with guidelines, a list of responsibilities, number of students assigned, and frequency of engagement with students within and outside of physical education. Additional data were collected on participation in IEP Plan team meetings and whether or not paraeducators attended and remained in physical education classes with their students.
Training needs were measured by asking respondents whether or not they felt adequately trained and competent to assist the general physical education teacher, whether or not they received training and if yes, what kind of training. Data were also gathered on whether or not the adapted physical education teacher assisted the general physical educator with activity modifi cations for students with disabilities. Lastly, respondents were asked if they would be willing to participate in physical education training and if professional incentives would increase their participation, the type of training session desired, and the topics they think would be most benefi cial.
There were no open-ended questions. Test-retest reliability was assessed on the responses of 11 pareaducators who were not part of the original study. A two-week interval between instrument administration was used and an overall correlation of .94 was obtained across all items.
Participants and Data Collection Procedure
Following instrument development, 34 administrators (i.e., directors of special education or building principals) were contacted using a geographical convenience sample (East Central Indiana = 28 and Northwest Ohio = 6). Each administrator was personally interviewed to discuss the study purpose, procedure, data collection methods, and to obtain project approval. After approval was obtained, the questionnaire and a cover letter with instructions for completing the questionnaire, was delivered to the 34 directors of special education and building principles to administer to all 138 paraeducators employed by their school districts. A modifi cation of the Salant and Dillman (1994) survey design was implemented. Instead of two mailings and two follow-ups as described by Salant and Dillman, the authors used one mailing, one personal delivery, and one follow-up. To ensure participant anonymity and confi dentiality, the questionnaire was not coded, thus hindering the collection of nonresponse data. A follow-up was made to contact nonrespondents two weeks after the initial dissemination of the questionnaire (Porretta, Kozub, & Lisboa, 2000) . The follow up consisted of contacting each of the 34 administrators via e-mail, phone, or postcard asking them to thank those who had responded and to encourage those who had not to complete the questionnaire and return it at their earliest convenience.
Due to concerns from school administrators, only one mailing and one follow up attempt was made. Administrators identifi ed diffi culty in reaching original participants and were not willing to assist with the study beyond one follow-up. The authors recognize the lack of a second mailing and follow up as a limitation of the study. To address this limitation, as well as address nonresponse, the authors employed a method reported by Miller and Smith (1983) . In this method, data from early respondents (prior to follow up) were statistically compared to data from later respondents (follow up data). According to Miller and Smith, if later respondents and earlier respondents answer the questions similarly then one can assume that they respond similar to nonrespondents.
Statistical Analysis
Data analysis was completed using SPSS 11.0. Descriptive statistics (means, frequencies, standard deviations, and percentages) were used to report each of the questionnaire items. Data were reported according to participant demographics, responsibilities in physical education, and training needs. A chi-square analysis was conducted to determine whether or not later responders differed from earlier responders.
Results and Discussion
Chi-square results revealed no signifi cant differences (p < .05) between early and late responders across the seven demographic items, seven training needs items, or the 10 responsibility items. Therefore, all respondents (both early and late) were considered to exhibit similar responses indicating that nonresponse bias was reduced.
Of the 138 paraeducators contacted, 76 (55.1%) responded to the questionnaire and provided useable data for analysis. Respondents ranged in age from 27 to 64 years, with mean age of 44.3 (SD = 7.8). Seventy-fi ve (99%) of the respondents were female, with 40 (53%) having less than fi ve years of paraeducational experience. Thirty-six (47%) worked with elementary teachers (Table 1) .
The literature is sparse with reporting paraeducator data by gender. Genzuk (1997) reported a gender bias toward females and indicated more women were working as paraeducators to improve their familiesʼ social status. Gender appeared to infl uence how students with disabilities perceived their paraeducators as they worked in the classroom. Broer et al. (2005) reported students with disabilities appeared to perceive their paraeducators in roles more commonly associated with females: mother, friend, protector. It would be interesting and helpful to training programs if these perceptions could be identifi ed in future studies as being consistent for male and female paraeducators. Table 2 presents data from a subset of all respondents (i.e., those paraeducators currently assisting in physical education). Twenty-nine (38%) of all respondents indicated responsibilities to physical education. Of those paraeducators with responsibilities in physical education, 25 (86%) fulfi lled the role of escort. Escorting students with disabilities from the classroom to the gymnasium would provide the paraeducators an opportunity to address interaction skills. The literature identifi es that developing interaction and inclusion skills of students with disabilities are paraeducator responsibilities (Carroll, 2001 ). Paraeducators could help students address social skills during transition from classroom to gymnasium, (i.e., waiting in line, not speaking too loudly, calling a classmate by proper name). The physical education class is an accommodating environment to promote academic and social skills between students with and without disabilities. Piletic et al. (2005) and Horton (2001) reported several suggestions for paraeducators in promoting social skills during general physical education class. Paraeducators could assist with transition around the gym (i.e., moving from activity station to station), helping students without disabilities interact with students with disabilities by assisting with appropriate use of equipment, or helping a student with a disability assume a new position during activities (i.e., sitting on the fl oor, leading a group activity). Of those paraeducators assigned to physical education, 24 (83%) provided prompting cues and 17 worked directly with students (59%). Prompting and cueing Note. n = 29, 38% of all respondents (n = 76).
Responsibilities in Physical Education
are also means of facilitating instruction, which is an integral responsibility of a paraeducator (Auxter et al., 2005; Giangreco et al., 2001) . Piletic et al. (2005) suggested paraeducators assist with hand-on-hand learning during certain motor skills (i.e., kicking or throwing to a target). Hand-on-hand would be considered an appropriate method of prompting for some students with disabilities (Davis, 2002) . Paraeducators could also offer more traditional verbal cues to address safety during an activity (i.e., cue the student that they are moving into a dangerous throwing area). The paraeducator can fulfi ll selected responsibilities within various teaching styles (command, practice/task, reciprocal), such as repeating cues from the teacher or helping the student select their appropriate level of a motor task engagement. The types of prompts or cues used by the respondents in the current study were not requested nor recorded; future consideration is warranted. However, it is encouraging to note that paraeducators appear to be executing responsibilities assigned in the classroom to the gymnasium. Apparently the paraeducators carry out instruction in a one-on-one situation during physical education (n = 17, 59%). Such an approach needs to be conducted with caution; a close working relationship between the student and paraeducator could create additional social hindrances. Causton-Theoharis and Malmgren (2005) identifi ed that when students with disabilities were observed by their nondisabled peers working alone with an adult, the setting strengthened the perspective of being separate from classmates or "special." Supervising teachers need to be aware of this concern and minimize creating separate physical education work stations solely for students with disabilities.
The results also indicated that seven (24%) of respondents assigned to physical education assisted with assessments of student with disabilities; eight (28%) shared IEP suggestions with the physical educator and helped implement behavior modifi cation programs. With surprisingly less than 30% assisting with student assessments and the limited sharing of IEP and behavior modifi cation programs, there is an apparent need for these skill sets to be carried out in the physical education setting. Carroll (2001) advocated for such responsibilities in the general education classroom, therefore the same should hold true in physical education. A paraeducator can work with the physical educator to address possible overlap between classroom and motor/fi tness goals. The key mechanism is the IEP, which governs program delivery in both cases. Knowing IEP goal information is critical. With regard to the results concerning the implementation of behavior modifi cation programs, the context of the programs was not requested and thus not reported (i.e., during an activity, waiting for instruction, transitioning within the gymnasium). Perhaps future studies could address the issue of behavior modifi cation and context within a physical education class. Since paraeducators are familiar with the basis of the studentʼs behavior program (i.e., cues, prompts, rewards, and identifi ed target behavior) as well as the reinforcers (i.e., primary, tokens), context within a physical education class would be critical to identify.
Three respondents (10%) stated they were not engaged in any activity during physical education and were only responsible for watching the class from the sidelines (Table 2 ). Responsibilities such as charting performance, assisting with hygiene, and assisting with integration were reported by a range of one to seven respondents within physical education. These paraeducator responsibilities were identifi ed in the classroom literature by Causton-Theoharis and Malmgren (2005); Cullinan, Sabornie, and Crossland, (1992); . None of these responsibilities were identifi ed in the literature with regard to the physical education setting prior to the current study. Perhaps future studies might address how these responsibilities are addressed in physical education that would contribute to paraeducator training.
Training Overview, Format, and Topics
The results of perceived training, training format, and topics for training are from all respondents (n = 76) and not the subset of those only assigned to physical education. All respondents were used to better identify an overall profi le for training beyond the subset of those assigned to physical education. Forty-six (61%) of all respondents thought they were adequately trained to assist in physical education; however, only 12 (16%) respondents reported receiving specifi c training to assist students with disabilities in physical education (Table 3) . Of those 12, eight (67%) reported being trained through a one-day in-service program.
With regard to the availability of training, only fi ve of all respondents (7%) reported having physical education training available to them through their school districts. When asked about their willingness to participate in training, 68 (90%) reported they would be willing to participate. Forty (53%) respondents indicated Note: n = 76, 100% of all respondents. Responses to format of those receiving PE training (n = 12) and format of those desiring training (n = 62).
professional incentives (i.e., stipends, certifi cates) would increase the likelihood of completing the training. Sixty-two (82%) of all respondents expressed a desire to be trained in physical education (Table 3) . Of those 62 respondents, a one day workshop was reported as the most desirable training format from 57 (92%) paraeducators. Apparently training time and desirability for training are inversely related. Results indicated that as the training length of time increased, desirability decreased despite offering professional incentives (Table 3) . When asked about the format of training, respondents selected the training opportunities with the least time commitment (i.e., one-day workshop), which was consistent with the literature. Frith and Lindsey (2001) reported their respondents were most interested in one and two day workshops that did not require large time commitments. Frith and Lindsey also reported that 43% of the State Education Agencies (SEA) surveyed in their study indicated six to ten clock hours of training were suffi cient. SEAs and Local Education Agencies (LEA) need to consider the results of the current study when designing training programs for paraeducators in physical education. In addition, professional training incentives were reported in the current study as desirable (i.e., monetary stipend, certifi cate of completion, continuing education units). SEAs and LEAs will have to consider budgetary constraints as they plan training programs.
Our fi ndings were also consistent with the literature regarding paraeducatorsʼ training to assist in physical education (French, 1999 (French, , 2001 . Maurer (2004) reported training of paraeducators in physical education was minimal. While the respondents in the current study felt they were prepared to work in physical education (n = 46, 61%), only 12 (16%) actually reported having received training. This low percentage could have been affected by the paraeducatorʼs assignment to physical education as identifi ed in the IEP. It is important to remember that the IEP is written to identify how the studentʼs educational program will be measured and achieved as well as the extent to which a student will participate in physical education. In the case of addressing general physical education, a statement could include the assignment of a paraeducator (Auxter et al., 2005) . Therefore it is possible that those respondents could have been limited to providing educational assistance in only the classroom setting and not physical education as declared on the IEP. Future studies need to consider the duties of a paraeducator as identifi ed on an IEP.
Topics of training were consistent with the literature as reported by Stallings (2000) and Riggs (2001) . As presented in Table 4 , learning motor activity adaptations was the greatest need for 21 (28%) of all respondents. Topics related to student learning attributes and motor development were lower than the previous topics: 16 (21%) and 13 (17%) of the respondents, respectively (Table 4) . Stallings reported that paraeducator training should include topics within three categories: knowledge background, skills for teaching assistants, and specialized training. Similarly, Riggs reported paraeducators wanted more training on specifi c disabilities and behavior modifi cation. Their data, which represents paraeducator classroom training, has application to physical education.
Paraeducators apparently want to learn about activities in physical education. In order to learn more about motor activities they need to understand terminology, basic movement concepts, and have a reasonable sense of activity intensity. Perhaps the lack of this information is a barrier to their interactions within a physical education setting. They might not understand game objectives or how to facilitate the learning process. These apparent gaps in preparation need to be the focus of training for paraeducators in physical education. Learning new activities and their modifi cations should be considered skills for all teaching assistants.
When asked about the topics of interest related to specialized training (i.e., acquiring knowledge about assistive devices or mobility aides) the response was low (see Table 4 ). Responses were similar to those reported by Stallings (2000) . Apparently these paraeducators wanted to focus on activity and not devices associated with communication and mobility. This fi nding needs to be further investigated since communication and mobility facilitation are vital student skills sets for most motor activities implemented in physical education.
Topics related to legal issues within physical education and motor assessment were two of lowest percentages recorded (see Table 4 ). Since all respondents (n = 76) were used to report these data, those not assigned to physical education might have skewed the results. An attempt was made to gain the broadest profi le of respondents in this exploratory study. Future investigations should consider reporting desired topics of training from only those assigned to physical education.
Surprisingly, fi ndings in the present study supported the literature and revealed that paraeducators serving physical education were assisting with earning and promoting socialization. Training topics, formats for delivery, and the amount of time willing to be in training were all consistent with the literature. Specifi c training in physical education was lacking. According to the fi ndings of this study training Note. n = 76, 100% of all respondents; percentages were rounded up to whole number.
paraeducators for physical education responsibilities needs to include skills that promote activity implementation and game modifi cation, and not issues related to assessment or IEP development. Training should also be delivered in the most effi cient format supported by participant incentives.
